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nNDINC;  OF  NO  si<;nificant  impact 

TO  REP.AIRAIODIFT  DR.\I.NaGE  and  remove  HE.ADWALLS  on  Rl’NWAY  17/35 
•AND  TAXIWAY  D  AT  SHEPPARD  AIR  FORCE  BASE.  TEXAS 


AGENCY’:  Department  of  the  Air  Force,  82d  Training  W  ing.  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base  (AFB). 
Texas. 

PI  RPOSE:  The  82d  Training  Wing  (82  TRW)  proposes  to  modif>  an  existing  drainage  ditch 
northeast  of  building  1360  ^^hich  continues  to  runwa>  17/35.  and  then  moves  cast  approximately 
1630  feet  totvards  Ta.xiway  D.  This  would  include  removing  14  existing  headwalls  and 
constructing  and  enclosing  the  system  undergrounC  by  using  a  buried  system  of  pipes  and  inlets. 
This  En\  ironmental  Assessment  (EA)  is  an  evaluation  of  the  proposal  to  modify  the  e.\isting 
drainage  system.  The  modification  of  this  drainage  system  reduces  the  risk  for  wildlife  living  on 
or  migrating  through  the  airfield  w  hich  poses  a  safety  concern  for  flying  operations,  uoclogs  the 
drainage  ditch  by  allowing  the  water  to  flow  down  a  gradient,  and  eliminates  the  effects  of 
standing  water  and  erosion  due  to  being  exposed  to  the  elements. 

M'M.MARY  of  Fl.NDlNGS:  The  asses.smeni  identified  no  impacts  related  to  the 
repairimodification  of  drainage  and  removal  of  headwalls.  land  use.  hazardous  materials,  and 
waste.  Potential  impacts  are  summarized  below: 

Cultural  Historic/ Archeological  Resources:  The  proposed  action  will  occur  on  semi  undisturbed 
areas.  There  are  no  historical  buildings  in  the  area  end  currently  there  are  no 
cultural' archeological  sites.  There  will  be  no  impacts  at  this  particular  site.  Mowgver.  should 
anything  come  to  the  surfaces  the  Cultural  Resource  .Manager  should  be  notified  immediately. 

Biological  Resources:  The  proposed  action  will  occur  on  semi  undisturbed  areas.  There  w  ill  be 
no  impacts  to  wetlands  and  the  requirements  of  E.xccutive  Order  (EO)  1 1990.  Protection  of 
W'ctlands.  arc  not  applicable.  Ilireaiened  and  endangered  species  will  not  be  affected.  Turtle 
mitigation  is  recommended  before  the  project  breaks  ground.  Impacts  to  biological  resources  will 
not  be  significant. 

W  ater  Resourcev  The  rcpair/modiftcaiion  of  drainage  and  removal  of  headwalls  project  would 
disturb  more  than  S  aces,  which  would  require  Sheppard  to  comply  with  TCEQ's  Texas  Pollutant 
Discharge  Elimination  System,  the  Construction  General  Permit  along  with  the  Storm  Water 
Pollution  Plans  and  follow  Best  Management  practices.  Impacts  will  not  be  significant. 

Air  Quality.  During  the  construction  phase  there  would  be  a  temporary  increase  in  air  pollutants 
from  dust  emissions,  construction  activities,  equipment  and  other  related  vehicles.  This  would  be 
a  minimal  increase  and  would  quickly  dissipate.  This  would  not  impact  Wichita  County's  ability 
to  be  in  an  area  of  attainment  for  all  national  ambient  air  quality  standards.  Impacts  w  ill  not  be 
significant. 


Socioeconomic  and  Knvironmental  Justice  Resources:  Minor.  tcniporar>  increases  in 
cmplovment  arc  anticipated.  The  proposed  action  would  not  directls  or  indirectly  impact 
minority  or  iow'inconne  populations.  Impacts  would  be  negligible. 

Noise:  Since  there  w  ill  be  no  change  in  aircraft  operations,  the  only  noise  impact  will  be  a 
temporary  increase  at  the  construction  site  which  will  attenuate  to  levels  less  than  the  thresholds 
of  concern  off-base.  Noise  impacts  will  not  be  significant. 

Solid  Waste  and  There  is  no  evidence  of  contamination  or  ha2ardous 

materials  that  was  observed  within  the  proposed  project.  Should  hazardous  materials  be 
discovered  as  the  result  of  the  implementation  of  this  project,  they  would  be  removed  and 
disposed  of  by  complying  with  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  laws.  Impacts  will  not  be 
significam. 

Earth  Resources  (soil/gcoloev  >:  Implementation  of  best  management  practices  by  using  native 
plants  along  with  the  water  permits  during  construction  will  minimize  erosion.  Impacts  will  not 
he  significam. 

ALTERN.\T1VES;  Three  other  sites  were  eliminated  from  consideration  as  they  not  did  not 
meet  alt  the  criteria  needed  for  this  cun.struction  project.  The  No-Action  Alternative  would  leave 
the  drainage  system  as  is.  The  ditch  would  remain  clogged,  erosion  and  w  ildlife  concerns  would 
still  remain,  increased  safety  issues  for  aircraft  would  remain,  and  grass  maintenance  issues 
would  linger. 

FINDLNG  OF  NO  PRACTICABLE  .ALTERNATIVE:  Taking  the  above  information  imo 
consideration.  I  fmd  there  is  no  practicable  alternative  to  the  proposed  action  and  that  the 
pniposcd  action  includes  all  practicable  measures  to  minimize  harm  to  the  existing  env  ironment. 

FINDLNG  OF  NO  SIGNIFIC.A.N'T  I.MP.ACT;  Based  on  information  and  analysis  presented  in 
the  Environmental  Assessment  and  review  of  governmental  agency  comments.  I  conclude  that 
implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  Alternative  would  not  constitute  as  action  that 
significantly  affects  the  quality  of  the  human  environmenul  due  to  the  findings  listed  above  and 
expanded  upon  in  the  Env  ironmental  Assessment.  Accoidingly.  the  requirements  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  .Act  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  Regulations,  and  32  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  999  were  fulfilled,  and  an  environmental  impact  statement  is  not  warranted. 


JUN  2  8  2013 


MICHAEl.  A.  FANTINI 
Brigadier  General.  USAE 
Commander.  82d  Training  Wing 


Date 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
AIR  EDUCATION  AfJD  TRAINING  COMMAND 


23  May  2013 

MEMORANDUM  FOR  82  TRW/CES 
FROM:  82FTW'  JA 


SUBJECT:  Review  of  EA  for  Drainage  and  Mcadwall  Removal 

1.  BLUF:  This  office  has  reviewed  the  above  titled  proposed  Env  ironmental  Assessment  action 
and  finds  that  contingent  upon  addressing  the  concerns  identified  herein  is  it  legally  sufficient. 

2.  82  TRW/CES  has  proffered  the  Environmental  Assessment  of  a  proposed  action  which 
entails  the  repair  or  modification  of  airfield  drairagc.  the  removal  of  numerous  headwalls  and  the 
enclosure  of  the  drainage  system  such  that  the  ertire  system  is  “closed’”.  The  primary  purpose 
for  this  proposed  action  is  airfield  safety  in  that  it  removes  the  present  structures  adjacent  to  taxi- 
ways  and  runways  (which  are  hazards  in  the  event  that  an  aircraft  were  to  leave  the  runway  in  an 
emergency  situation). 

3.  Applicable  Law  and  Guidance:  Environmenul  Assessmeius  of  Proposed  Actions  on 
Sheppard  AFB.  Texas  are  governed  by  AFI  32-7064,  AFI 32-7065  and  32  CFR  989  as  well  as 
related  case  law. 


4.  St>ecific  Assessments.  This  proposed  action  has  been  reviewed  regarding  its  impacts  on 
w  etiand  and  or  flotxl  plain:  public  interest  or  controversy;  and  its  requirement  of  significant 
mitigation  in  order  to  obtain  insignificant  impact  status.  The  Env  ironmental  Assessment  has 
been  reviewed  for  “structural”  sufficiency  such  as  whether  or  not  there  is  a  stated  “purpose  and 
need”  for  the  action:  the  identification  and  analysis  of  Alternatives  to  the  proposed  action;  the 
presence  of  an  analysis  regarding  the  affected  environment  including  the  necessary  discussions 
and  consultations:  a  full  assessment  of  the  Environmental  Impact  has  been  accomplished 
including  direct  effects,  indirect  effects*,  cumulative  effects*,  human  occupational  safety'*, 
required  pollution  prevention  measures,  environnental  Justice  LAW  EO  1 28998  and  energy  use 
efficiency  lAW  EO  13514.  All  necessary  notifications  have  been  accomplished  or  are  in  the 
process  of  obtaining  substantial  compliance*.  Furthermore,  the  propose  FONSI  has  been 
extensively  rev  iewed  in  the  following  areas:  does  the  FONSI  explain  why  the  proposed  action 
would  have  an  insignificant  impact:  does  it  incorporate  by  reference  the  EA*;  does  it  list  the 
name  of  the  action:  does  it  discuss  necessary  mitigation  requirements  and  has  it  been  made 
available  for  adequate  public  review.  The  items  asterisked  will  be  discussed  more  specifically  as 
issues  of  concern. 
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5.  Areas  Requiring  Specific  Mentioamg:  The  EA  fails  to  ^^eak  to  indirect  effects,  cumulative 
effects  and  occupational  safety.  Admittedly  these  are  area  or  issues  which  one  would  expect  that 
a  project  of  this  nature  would  pose  little  if  any  additional  concern.  Indirect  effects  are  basically 
unintended  consequences  or  second  order  effects.  Cumulative  effects  are  those  which  only  arise 
when  the  same  or  very  similar  project  is  repeated  for  numerous  iterations.  Finally,  occupational 
safety  is  the  issue  as  to  whether  or  not  this  project  poses  significant  risk  of  injury  to  the  persons 
conducting  the  project.  There  b  nothing  about  this  project  which  is  novel  or  inherently  risky  so 
as  to  pose  a  greater  risk  to  employees  workers  than  any  other  general  construction  project 
Finally,  much  discussion  has  taken  place  regarding  the  difference  between  the  concept  of 
notification  and  consultation.  Suffice  to  say  at  this  point  any  concerns  are  being  addressed  by 
additional  attempts  and  documentation  of  said  attempts  to  insure  that  the  lack  of  response  we 
have  received  from  a  number  of  outside  but  possibly  affected  entities  is  properly  interpreted  as 
“no  interest".  This  is  being  accomplished  by  simple  telephone  calls  to  document  receipt  of  our 
earlier  corre^ndetKe  as  well  as  inquiry  as  to  the  party’s  interest  in  fiuther  consultation.  The 
FONSl  should  be  amended  so  as  to  “incorporate  by  referciKe  it’s  Environmental  Analysis”. 
UPDATE;  As  of  28  May  201 3.  the  telephone  contacts  have  been  initiated  and  completed: 
accordingly,  the  requirement  for  notification  and  consultation  has  been  accomplished. 

6.  Recommendation:  This  reviewer  finds  the  proposed  EA  legally  sufficient  contingent  upon 
revisions  as  described  above.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  676-4262 


M.  Brent  Boydston,  GS-12  DAF 
Attorney  Advisor 


Attachments: 

MFR:  Telephone  Communication  with  the  Tribes  with  regards  to  the  Headwall  and  FAMCAMP 
EA'sdtd:21  May  2013, 
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1.0  Introduction 

1.1  General 

The  82d  Training  Wing  (82  TRW)  proposes  to  modify  an  existing  drainage  ditch  northeast  of 
building  1360  which  continues  to  runway  17/35.  and  then  mo\'es  east  approximately  1630  feet 
towards  Taxiway  D.  This  would  include  renMung  14  existing  headwalls  and  constructing  and 
enclosing  the  system  underground  by  using  a  buried  system  of  pipes  and  inlets.  This 
Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  is  an  evaluation  of  the  proposal  to  modify  the  existing  drainage 
system.  The  modification  of  this  drainage  system  reduces  the  risk  for  wildlife  living  on  or 
migrating  through  the  airfield  which  poses  a  safety  concern  for  flying  operations,  unclogs  the 
drainage  ditch  by  allowing  the  water  to  flow  down  a  gradient  and  eliminates  the  effects  of 
standing  water  and  erosion  due  to  being  exposed  to  tlK  elements. 

Sheppard  Air  Force  Base  (SAFB)  encompasses  approximately  5,297  acres  in  north-central 
Texas.  It  is  located  six  miles  south  of  the  Texas/Oklahoma  border  at  an  elevation  of 
approximately  1.015  feet  above  mean  sea  level  (amsi).  It  is  adjacent  to.  and  north,  of  the  city  of 
Wichita  Falls  in  Wichita  County  in  Texas.  The  western  aiHl  southern  portions  of  the  base  are 
located  within  the  Wichita  Falls  city  limits,  and  the  remaiiKler  of  the  installation  lies  within 
uniiKxirporatcd  Wichita  County  located  midway  bctu  ccn  Oallas.  Texas,  and  Oklahoma  City, 
Oklahoma.  Figure  1  in  Appendix  A,  shows  Aerial  imagery  of  the  base. 

The  USAF  and  SAFB  must  maintain  the  highest  level  of  quality  education  and  training  for  its 
force  structure.  The  Air  Education  and  Training  Command  (AETC)  is  responsible  for  the 
training  and  education  of  USAF  personnel.  S.AFB.  an  AETC  installation,  is  the  largest  of  four 
technical  training  >vings  within  AETC  and  has  the  most  diversified  training  missioiL  S.AFB 
conducts  technical  training  for  the  USAF,  United  States  Army,  United  States  Navy.  United 
States  Marine  Corps,  and  several  allied  nations. 

This  EA  has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA, 
42  use  §  4321  to  4370e),  the  Council  on  Env  ironmental  Quality  Regulations  for  Implementing 
the  Procedural  Proviaons  of  NEPA  (CEQ  Regulations.  40  CFR  Parts  1500-1508), 
Environmental  impact  Analysis  Process  (Akii  Force  32  CFR  989). 

1.2  Purpose  and  Need 

The  purpose  and  need  of  the  Proposed  Action  is  to  remove  the  headwalls  and  redesigiv'modify 
the  ditches  to  eliminate  erosion,  prevent  standing  water,  and  uiKlog  the  drainage  ditch  that 
moves  from  west  to  east  thus  providing  proper  flow  aixl  eliminating  standing  water  and  erosion. 
Standing  w  ater  iiwreases  the  risk  for  wildlife  living  on  or  migrating  through  the  airfield  thus 
posing  a  safety  concern  for  flying  operations.  Currently  the  water  in  the  ditches  does  iK)t  flow 
properly  because  the  gradients  have  been  changed  by  sediment  eroding  from  the  banks  from  the 
weathering  process.  Additionally,  enclosing  the  drainage  ditch  would  decrease  the  possibility  for 
complete  loss  of  life  and  equipment  if  an  aircraft  was  to  leave  the  runway  surface.  The  project 
would  be  done  in  4  phases  or  possibly  all  at  once  depending  on  what  funding  is  available.  If 
funding  is  to  come  in  phases.  Pha.se  I  would  consists  of  the  ditch  area  from  north  of  the  Base 
Operation's  Apron  to  Taxiway  A  fN).  Phase  2  would  consist  of  the  area  from  Taxiway  A  (N)  to 
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Taxiway  B  (E).  Phase  3  would  be  the  area  from  Taxiway  B  (E)  to  Runway  17/35.  Phase  4  would 
be  the  area  from  Runway  1 7/35  to  Taxiway  D.  Please  reference  Figure  2,  Appendix  A. 

1.3  Scope  and  Analysis 

This  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  identifies,  describes,  and  evaluates  the  potential 
env  ironmental  impacts  that  may  result  from  the  construction  of  the  drainage  ditch  w  ith  its 
preferred  modifications,  three  alternative  modifications,  and  the  No  Action-alternative.  As 
appropriate,  the  affected  env  ironment  and  environmental  consequences  of  the  Proposed  Action 
and  alternatives  are  described  in  terms  of  site-specific  descriptions  or  a  regional  overview. 
Finally,  the  EA  identifies  measures  to  reduce  impacts  or  best  management  practices  to  prevent  or 
minimize  less  than  significant  env  ironmental  impacts,  if  required. 

The  resources  that  could  be  impacted  have  been  analyzed  in  this  EA  and  include  land  use,  noise, 
air  resources,  hazardous  materials  and  waste,  utilities  and  infrastructure,  geology  and  soils,  water 
resources,  natural  resources,  cultural  resources,  socioeconomics  (including  environmental 
justice),  and  health  and  safety. 

Other  actions  or  potential  actions  that  may  be  concurrent  with  the  Proposed  Action  could 
contribute  to  cumulative  impacts.  The  environmental  impacts  of  these  other  actions  are 
addressed  in  this  E.A  only  in  the  “impact  on  the  environment  which  results  from  the  incremental 
impact  of  the  action  when  added  to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions 
regardless  of  w'hich  agency  (federal  or  non-federal)  or  person  is  undertaking  such  actions. 
Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor,  but  collectively,  significant  actions 
taking  place  over  a  period  of  time." 

The  resource  that  will  not  be  impacted  by  this  project  is  Climate. 

1.4  Public  Involvement 

On  5  January  2013,  the  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  was  sent  to  13  governmental  agencies 
with  an  accompanying  memorandum  requesting  their  review  and  comments  (The  memorandum, 
distribution  list,  and  complete  agency  responses  are  provided  in  Appendix  B).  Resp)onses  were 
received  from  two  agencies.  Their  responses  are  summarized  below: 

•  Texas  Historical  Commission  (THO  -  Moving  forward  with  the  project,  if  cultural  resources  that 
are  eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  are  located  in  the  project  area  during  the 
investigation,  please  notify  the  THC  so  we  may  have  the  opportunity  to  provide  comment.' 

•  Texas  Commission  on  Environmental  Oualitv-No  anticipated  significant  long  term  environmental 
impacts  from  this  project  as  long  as  construction  and  waste  disposal  activities  associated  with  it 
are  completed  in  accordance  with  applicable  local,  state  and  federal  environmental  permits, 
statues  and  regulations.  Best  Management  Practices  (BMP)  are  recommended  to  be  used  to 
control  runoff  from  the  construction  sites  to  prevent  detrimental  impact  to  surface  and  ground 
water. 


'  On  2  Februarv  2013,  SAFB  contacted  THC’s  Mr.  McWTiortcr  to  clarify  statement.  Mr.  McWhorter  simply  stated. 
"That  if  anything  was  to  be  found  during  the  course  of  the  project  that  THC  would  need  to  be  notified." 
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•  Texas  Parks  and  Wildlife  (TPWD)  •  Suppons  the  proposal  to  minimize  impacts  to  turtles  in  the 
project  area.  TPWD  recommends  turtles  be  removed  from  the  ditches  prior  to  soil  disturbing 
activities  and  relocated  to  an  area  that  would  provide  suitable  habitat  for  these  species.  TUTD 
recommends  project  activities  be  conducted  during  the  summer  periods  of  low  or  no  rainfall  when 
linle  water  persist  in  the  ditches  and  turtles  will  be  easier  to  find  and  relocate.  If  box  turtles  are 
observed  in  the  project  area  or  elsewhere  on  SAFB,  TPWT)  request  the  location  of  the  observation 
be  submitted  to  the  Texas  Nature  Trackers;  Box  Turtle  Survey  Project. 

The  drafi  EA  was  also  placed  in  the  Wichita  Falls  Public  Library  to  give  the  citizens  around 

the  area  a  chance  to  review  and  comment  on  the  project. 

•  No  responses  were  received  from  the  public. 

2.0  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action  including  No  Action 
2.1  Alternatives  to  the  Propose  Action 

A  number  of  screening  criteria  have  been  developed  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  suitable 
modifications  for  the  drainage  ditch.  These  screening  criteria,  all  of  which  must  be  met  for  a 
modification  to  be  utilized  are  listed  and  discussed  below. 

SAFB  developed  screening  criteria  (Tabic  I )  to  determine  if  the  Proposed  Action  meets  the 
projects  purpose  and  need.  This  is  a  critical  clement  in  choosing  the  best  potential  modification 
for  the  project.  The  formulation  of  alternatives  was  structured  around  the  specific  criteria 
required  by  the  installation.  Modifications  not  meeting  the  criteria  were  eliminated  from  further 
analyses. 

The  Criteria  specifies  that  the  site  must: 

•  Be  supportive  of  the  installations  mission 

•  Be  clear  of  topographical  and  other  obstacles  to  the  location 

•  Be  able  to  reduce  the  risk  of  wildlife  living  on  or  migrating  through  the  airfield 

•  Be  able  to  reduce  the  risk  of  equipment,  damage,  and  loss  of  life  if  an  aircrafi  was  to  leave  the 
runway  or  taxiways 

•  Be  able  to  reduce  the  amount  of  standing  water  and  erosion 

•  Be  able  to  unclog  the  ditch 

•  Be  able  to  reduce  maintenarKe  issues 
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Table  I;  Scrwning  Criteria 


Screening 

Criteria: 

Support 

Training 

Mission 

Clear  of 
Obstacles 

Reduce 

Wildlife 

Risk 

Reduce 
Loss  of 
Aircrah 
Risk 

Reduce 

Standing 

Water 

Unclog 

Ditch 

Reduce 

Maintenance 

Issues 

Proposed  .\ction 
(Buried  Drainage 
System) 

•  • 

-M- 

++ 

++ 

-H- 

•H- 

■H- 

No  Action 

+ 

- 

- 

“ 

- 

- 

Modifleation  1 
(Open  Grass 
Channel) 

•  • 

+ 

• 

- 

• 

Modification  2 
(Open  Coocreie 
Chiumel) 

+ 

- 

- 

♦ 

.Modification  3 
( Partial  Open 

Grass  Channel 
and  Buried 

System) 

•  • 

- 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

-F 

••  Screening  criteria  is  an  absolute 
Meets  screening  criteria  the  best 


+  Meets  screening  criteria  adequately 
~  Neutral 

—  Does  not  meet  screening  criteria 
Does  not  meet  screening  criteria  well 


2.2  Alternatives  Eliminated  from  Further  Consideration 

Under  modification  option  1  (Figure  3,  AppendU  B)  the  ditch  would  be  unclogged  clear  and 
graded  thus  eliminating  erosion  issues  and  standing  water  concerns.  However,  the  open  ditch 
would  still  present  safety  concerns  in  the  event  that  a  plane  left  the  runway  or  taxiway  surface. 
Moreover,  the  grass  lined  ditch  would  be  difficult  for  the  maintenance  contractor  to  maintain  the 
grass  at  the  necessary  heights.  Even  though  this  option  meets  some  of  the  screening  criteria,  it 
must  be  removed  from  consideration  because  it  does  not  meet  all  of  the  necessary  screening 
criteria. 

Under  modification  option  2  (Figure  4,  AppendLt  A)  the  ditch  would  be  unclogged  clear, 
graded,  and  lined  with  corKreic  thus  eliminating  erosion,  standing  water,  and  maintenance 
concerns.  However,  the  open  ditch  would  still  present  safety  concerns  in  the  event  that  a  plane 
IcB  the  runway  or  taxiway  surface.  This  option  meets  naorc  of  the  screening  criteria  then  option 
I,  but  it  does  not  meet  all  of  the  screening  criteria  so  it  must  be  removed  from  consideration. 

Under  modification  option  3  (Figure  5,  Appendix  A)  the  ditch  would  be  unclogged  clear, 
graded,  and  grass  lined  for  a  portion  and  enclosed  in  another  portion.  Erosion  concerns  and 
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standing  water  issues  would  be  eliminated  along  the  entire  portion  of  the  ditch,  and  safety 
concerns  along  the  enclosed  fjortion  would  be  greatly  reduced.  However,  safety  concerns  and 
maintenance  issues  would  still  exist  in  the  open  channel  portion.  Overall,  safety  issues  would  be 
reduced,  but  they  would  not  be  reduced  to  the  extent  that  would  be  under  the  proposed  option. 
Therefore,  this  option  must  be  removed  from  consideration  because  it  docs  not  meet  all  the 
screening  criteria 

2.3  The  Proposed  Action 

Under  the  Proposed  Action  (Figure  6,  Appendix  A),  the  ditch  would  be  unclogged'clear, 
graded,  and  enclosed.  Erosion  concerns  and  standing  water  issues  would  be  eliminated.  Safety 
concerns  would  be  greatly  reduced,  and  maintenance  issues  would  be  resolved.  Therefore,  this 
action  is  the  best  modification  that  could  be  made  to  the  drainage  system. 

2.4  No  Action 

Under  the  No  Action-Alternative,  the  drainage  system  would  remain  the  same  The  ditch  would 
remain  clogged,  erosion  and  wildlife  concerns  would  still  remain,  increased  safety  issues  for 
aircraft  would  remain,  and  grass  maintenance  issues  would  linger. 

The  No- Action  alternative  is,  howev'er,  examined  for  environmental  impacts  as  fully  as  the 
Proposed  Action  in  accordance  w  ith  Air  Force  NEPA  guidance  (32  CFR  989)  as  a  baseline  for 
comparing  the  effects  of  the  other  alternatives. 

3.0  Affected  Environment  and  Environmental  Consequences 

The  affected  environment  is  the  baseline  against  which  potential  impacts  caused  by  the  Proposed 
Action  and  Alternative  Actions  (including  the  No  Action- Alternative)  arc  assessed.  This  section 
focuses  on  the  human  environment  that  has  the  potential  to  be  affected  by  the 
design/modification  of  the  ditches  and  removal  of  the  hcadwalls.  As  stated  in  40  CFR  1508.14. 
the  potential  affected  human  environment  is  interpreted  comprehensively  to  include  the  natural 
and  physical  environment  and  the  relationship  of  people  w  ith  the  environment.  Relevant  natural 
and  physical  resources  were  selected  for  description  in  this  section  based  on  categories  that 
would  be  affected  by  this  proposal  of  the  design/modification  of  the  ditches  and  removal  of  the 
hcadw  alls.  Information  is  presented  in  this  section  to  the  level  of  detail  necessary  to  support  the 
analysis  of  potential  impacts  in  Section  4.  Environmental  Consequences. 

The  following  subsections  describe  the  existing  conditions  of  the  resource  areas  that  would 
potentially  be  affected  by  the  Proposed  Action. 

The  .\o-.\ction  .\ltemative«  for  all  the  categories  below  will  have  “.No  Impact"  aad  these  categories 
would  stay  the  same. 
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3.1  Cultural/Historic/Archeological  Resources 

Cultural  resource  management  at  Air  Force  installations  is  established  in  AFI  32-7065,  Cultural 
Resources  Management.  AFI  32-7065  details  compliance  requirements  for  protecting  cultural 
resources  through  an  Integrated  Cultural  Resources  Management  Plan  (ICIIMP).  Sheppard  AFB 
updated  the  ICRMP  February  2012. 

Surveys  evaluating  historic  buildings,  structures  and  landscapes  at  Sheppard  AFB  were 
conducted  in  1993  and  2002  and  the  Base  recently  completed  an  Inventory  and  Assessment  of 
Select  Building  and  Structures  (Dating  Through  1976)  June  2012. 

The  archaeological  assessment  of  the  Base  in  1 993  covered  the  northw  estern  part  of  the  base  and 
open  areas,  including  the  area  that  w'as  the  parasail  training  area,  the  physical  training  area,  civil 
engineering  training  area,  and  the  pastures  associated  with  the  saddle  club.  Observ-alions  of 
existing  developed  areas  and  ongoing  construction-related  activities  indicated  that  there  was  an 
extremely  low  probability  of  any  intact  cultural  deposits  within  the  Base. 

The  Base’s  Real  Propertv  Inventory  listing  was  reviewed  for  the  period  from  1 928  to  1 950  to 
identify  any  buildings  or  structures  that  might  meet  the  eligibility  requirements  for  listing  on  the 
NRHP.  During  this  survey,  the  Kell  Field  Air  Terminal  Building  was  the  only  building 
determined  eligible  for  both  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP)  and  State  register. 
The  Kell  Field  Air  Terminal  was  formerly  listed  as  a  Recorded  Texas  Historic  Landmark  by  the 
Texas  Historical  Commission  in  1981.  No  archaeological  resources  w'ere  identified  and  it  w'as 
recommended  no  further  archaeological  investigations  be  required. 

In  1994,  a  second  archaeological  survey  was  also  conducted  and  focused  on  the  Sheppard  AFB 
Recreational  Area  (Sheppard  AFBRA).  An  initial  literature  and  archival  search  w  as  conducted 
to  establish  the  presence  of  any  previously  recorded  sites  on  the  Sheppard  AFBR.A  property. 
Infonnation  w  as  found  on  two  previously  recorded  sites  (4IGSIIS  and  41GS26).  Both  are 
usually  completely  submerged  in  Lake  Texoma;  consequently,  they  have  not  been  investigated. 
No  archaeological  resource  sites  were  located  during  the  1994  survey,  and  no  sites  eligible  for 
nomination  to  the  NRHP  were  found.  SHPO  concurred  w'ith  these  findings.  If  there  are  any 
inadvertent  discoveries,  the  SHPO  will  be  notified  and  impacts  to  any  historic  resources  will  be 
evaluated  to  determine  if  they  are  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  NRHP  per  AFI  32-7065. 

A  Cold  War  inventory  was  conducted  in  2002.  Of  the  256  buildings  and  structures  at  Sheppard 
that  were  constructed  on  the  Base  during  the  Cold  War  period,  only  two  (Buildings  2560  and 
2 1 30)  were  recommended  eligible  for  NRHP  listing  as  Cold  War  resources.  Building  2 1 30,  also 
known  as  the  Little  Adobe,  was  built  circa  1928,  was  dedicated  as  a  recorded  Te.xas  Historical 
Landmark  in  November  1981,  and  is  currently  used  as  a  historical  museum  (Heritage  Center). 
Building  2560  and  the  Alert  Apron  were  used  during  the  Cold  War  as  the  Strategic  Air 
Command  (SAC)  facilities. 
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The  Inventory  and  Assessment  of  Select  Buildings  and  Structures  ( Dating  Through  1976)  was 
conducted  in  June  2012.  None  of  the  133  buildings  w  ere  found  to  be  eligible  for  NRHP. 
Building  2560  and  the  Alert  Apron  arc  located  approximately  tw  o  miles  north  northeast  of  the 
proposed  ditch  modification  location. 

It  is  unknown  if  there  are  cultiual  resources  located  at  the  proposed  site,  or  adjacent  to.  or  in  the 
Nicinity  of  the  proposed  area  at  the  airfield  as  it  has  never  had  test  plots  done.  Obserx  ance  of  the 
area  would  not  show  ex  idence  of  cultural  resources  if  it  was  buried.  It  is  highly  unlikely  there  are 
any  cultural  artifacts  in  the  area  as  none  have  ever  been  found  on  Sheppard  AFB;  however, 
precautions  should  be  taken  when  removing  dirt  around  areas  not  developed.  Therefore,  the 
Proposed  Action  is  believed  to  have  no  impact  on  any  cultural  resources.  The  No-Action 
Alternative  would  also  have  no  impact  on  cultural  resources. 

3.2  Natural  Resources 
3.2.1  Flora 

The  Proposed  Action  would  occur  on  a  virtually  undisturbed  area  within  the  developed  area  of 
the  base.  The  proposed  project  area  is  composed  of  grasses  that  are  periodically  mowed 
iiKluding  Bermuda  (Cynodon  dactylon),  buffalo  grass  (Buchloe  dactyloides),  Texas  wintergrass 
(Stipa  Icucotricha).  Johnson  grass  (Sorghum  halepensc).  and  purple  three-awn  (Aristida 
purpurea)  to  name  a  few.  (Refer  to  table  2  for  all  grasses  species  in  the  area) 

Impacts  to  vegetation  communities  would  be  due  to  surface  disturbaiKcs  such  as  widening  the 
ditches  to  allow  piping  to  be  set.  heavy  machiner>'  tearing  up  the  soil,  and  removing  the 
headwalls. 
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Table  2. 


Grasses  in  the  Mcinitv  of  Drainage/Headwall  Project 

Common  .Name 

Scieiitifk  Name 

.Natbe 

TYPE 

.\nnia!  Foxtai-Giuit  Green  Yefcw 

Alopecurus  L 

Yes 

.4noualTerennial 

Worst 

Bamvard  Grass 

Echinachaloa  cms-^alii 

No 

.\nnual 

Worst 

Bermuda 

Cynodon  dactytaj 

No 

Perennial 

Best 

Blue  Grama 

Bouteloua  f;racilis 

Yes 

Perennial 

Best 

BuiTab  Grass 

Boutilouo  JuihloiJts 

Yes 

Perennsl 

Best 

DaBi!  Grass 

Paspalum  dilalanim  Pair 

No 

Perenmal 

Worst 

Jdmscn 

Sorghum  hdepmse 

No 

PereiBiial 

Worst 

Purpb  Three-an-n 

ArL^tiJa  purpurea 

Yes 

Perennial 

Best 

Perennial  Rye 

Ldium  perenne 

No 

Perennial 

Best 

S3ver  Bkiestem 

Rothrochola  saccharoides 

Yes 

Perennial 

Fair 

Texas  Grama 

w 

Perennial 

Fair 

S'assclla  leuolrcha 

Yes 

Perenrual 

Best 

Tumble  Wndml 

Chhris  vertkillata  Nun 

Yes 

Pacaaial 

Best 

WTiile  Tridens 

Tridens  albescens  (Vasey)WooL&  Stand 

Yes 

Perennial 

Worst 

OLD  \>oi1d  Bluesteraa 

Bothrochloa  ischaenatm 

No 

Peretaal 

Best 

KR  Blue  Stem 

Bothrvchola  ischaemum  var.  songarica 

No 

Perennial 

Best 

Plans 

No 

Spar 

No 

tVInJer 

Best 

Re-vegetation  of  disturbed  areas  would  be  in  compliance  with  the  Executive  Memorandum  on 
Beneficial  Landscaping  (26/ Apr/94)  and  the  Executive  Order  on  Invasive  Species  (EO  131 1 2). 
Regionally  native  and  non-invasive  plants  will  be  used  to  the  extent  practical  in  landscaping  and 
re-vegetation.  On  this  projecL  re-vegetation  will  consist  of  approved  mixtiu'es  of  grass  ^jecies. 
Periodically,  herbicide  would  need  to  be  applied  as  necessary  to  control  undesirable  plant 
species.  There  are  no  trees  on  the  airfield  so  replacing  of  any  tree  would  be  unnecessary. 

In  order  to  mitigate  the  area  of  grasses  it  is  recommended  that  the  areas  be  planted  with  Common 
Bermuda.  WW  Sparr,  BulTalo,  Blue  grama,  and  purple  three-awn  as  soon  as  the  project  is 
complete.  This  would  ensure  that  all  soil  types  and  terrain  have  at  least  one  grass  species  that 
will  establish. 
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3.2.2  Fauna 


A  surv  ey  of  the  proposed  project  was  performed  on  1 8  Oct  2012  by  82  CES  'DS2  staff.  Presence 
of  listed  species  was  not  observ  ed  during  the  site  inspection  of  the  project  area.  The  following 
table  lists  these  1 5  species,  their  protected  status,  and  whether  habitat  is  located  within  the 
proposed  project  area. 


Table  3.  Wichita  County  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species. 


Common  Name 

Scientific  Name 

Presence  of 

Suitable  Habitat 

Status 

State 

Status 

Bald  Eagle 

Haliaeetux  U  tu  (H’i>lhiliis 

No 

DL 

T 

Inierior  Least  Tem 

Sterna  antiUarum  athaiassos 

No 

LE 

E 

Peregrine  Falcon 

Falco  peregrinut  anatum 
(Americani 

No 

DL 

E 

Falco  peregrinus  tundrius 
(Arctic) 

No 

DL 

T 

Whooping  Crane 

Grus  Americana 

No 

LE 

E 

Gray  Wolf 

Canis  iupus 

No 

LE 

E 

Red  Wolf 

Canis  rujus 

No 

LE 

E 

Texas  Homed  Lizard 

Phrynosoma  comutum 

No 

T 

Texas  Kangaroo  Rat 

Dipodomys  elator 

No 

T 

Baird's  Sparrow 

Ammodramus  hairdii 

No 

SOC 

Mountain  Plover 

Charadrius  montanus 

No 

SOC 

Western  Burrowing  OwT 

Athene  cunietdaria 

No 

SOC 

Black-tailed  Prairie  Dog 

Cynomxs  ludovicianus 

No 

SOC 

Cave  Myotis  Bat 

Sfyotis  \elifer 

No 

SOC 

Plains  Spotted  Skunk 

No 

- 

SOC 

Fedcnl:  (E):  Endangered.  (T):  Threatened.  (PT);  Proposed  thre«ened.  (C);  Candidate.  (DL):  DcUitcd.  (L£):  Used 
F.ndangered 


State:  (T):  Threatened.  (E);  Endangered.  (SOC):  Species  of  Concern 

**Listed  species  whose  migratory  routes  cross  Wichita  County;  ‘winter  residents  of  Wichita  County 

The  Texas  Homed  Lizard  has  been  observed  on  the  Base,  primarily  in  the  area  of  the  northern 
ends  of  the  airfield,  but  it  has  also  been  observed  at  the  former  Saddle  Club  area  and  a  trend  has 
been  seen  as  the  lizard  has  shown  signs  of  slowly  heading  south.  The  site  visit  determined  that 
the  project  had  some  areas  of  suitable  habitat  to  support  the  Texas  Homed  Lizard;  however  it  is 
believed  that  the  Texas  Homed  Lizard  has  not  moved  that  far  south  due  to  the  difference  in 
vegetation  constantly  changing  along  the  way.  The  Texas  Parks  and  Wildlife  Department  Natural 
Diversity  Database  (TPWD  NDD)  comments  provided  in  conjunction  with  the  SAFB  Integrated 
Natural  Resource  Management  Plan  dated  March  2012,  revealed  occurrences  of  the  Texas 
Kangaroo  Rat  (EOID  3 1 26.  EOID  8871 )  less  than  a  mile  of  the  proposed  project  area.  The  site 
visit  determined  that  the  project  area  lacked  suitable  habitat  to  suf^rt  the  Texas  kangaroo  Rat. 
No  mesquite  communities  with  dense  clay  soils  were  located  within  the  project  vicinity.  The 
TPW'D  NDD  data  is  used  for  potential  presence  data  and  cannot  be  interpreted  as 
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presenc&'abscnce  data.  There  would  be  no  potential  to  affect  federal  and  state  listed  species 
occurring  on  or  near  the  base  from  either  the  Proposed  Action  or  the  No- Action  alternative. 

Representative  mammal  species  occurring  in  the  area  include  the  Eastern  Cottontail  {Sylvilagus 
flohdanus),  and  Black-Tailed  Jackrabbit  (Lepus  califomicus). 

Representative  avian  species  occurring  in  the  area  include  the  Red-Tailed  Hawks  (Buteo 
jamaicensis).  Mourning  Dove  (Zenaida  macroura).  Bam  Swallow  (  Hirdundo  rustica).  Western 
and  Easter  Meadowlark  {Stumclla  neglecta^tumclla  magna),  Killdccr  (Chaadrius  vociferous). 
Homed  Lark  {Eremophila  alpcslris).  Upland  Sa.K^iper  (Bartramia  longicauda),  American 
Kestrel  (Falco  sparverius).  Common  Crackle  {Quiscalus  quiscula)  and  se\'eral  other  black  bird 
species. 

Representative  reptile  species  include  the  Read-eared  Slider  (Trachemys  scripta  elegans),  the 
occasional  Ornate  Box  Turtle  (Terrapende  oma:e  ornate)  and  Common  Snapping  Turtle 
(Chelydra  serpentine). 

The  PrD|X)sed  Action  could  interfere  with  the  reptiles  (turtles)  in  the  ditches  and  it  is 
recommended  some  type  of  mitigation  should  be  done  before  digging  started  if  feasible. 

The  Proposed  Action  on  terrestrial  and  avian  biota  would  have  minimal  impact,  as  those  animals 
are  able  to  adapt  to  the  changes.  Therefore,  the  Proposed  Action  would  have  a  minor  impact  on 
native  species. 

The  No- Action  Altemati\e  would  have  no  impacts  to  the  local  flora  or  fauita. 


3.2.3  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act 

The  project  area  at  this  time  docs  not  have  structures  containing  migratoiy  birds  or  indications  of 
nesting  migratory  birds.  Sev  eral  species  such  as  the  Bam  Swallow,  Upland  Sandpiper. 
Swainson's  Hawk.  Cattle  Egret,  and  W'estem  Kingbird  all  migrate  to  and  from  the  area  at 
different  times  of  the  year.  Migratory  birds  may  arrive  in  the  project  area  to  breed  during  the 
^ring  and  summer  while  others  come  during  the  winter  months. 

Measures  would  be  taken  to  avoid  the  taking  of  migratory  birds,  their  occupied  nests,  eggs,  or 
young,  in  accordance  with  the  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act.  through  phasing  of  work  or 
preventative  measures.  SAFB  follows  strict  procedures  to  adhere  with  the  Migratory-  Bird  Treaty 
Act. 


3.3  Visual 

The  aesthetic  effect  of  this  project  would  be  equal  to  or  better  than  the  existing  land  use.  Once 
the  project  is  complete  the  proposed  area  would  look  like  the  rest  of  the  airfield. 
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3.4  Water  Resources 


The  proposed  project  is  located  in  the  Red  River  Basin.  Storm  water  runotTin  the  project  area 
would  flow  to  Bear  Creek  which  then  flows  to  the  Wichita  River  then  to  the  Red  River.  The 
existing  conditions  from  the  last  headwall  at  Taxiway  D  to  the  outfall  will  not  change  due  to  this 
project.  This  project  would  not  require  a  United  States  Army  Corp  of  Engineers  (USAGE) 
Section  404  Permit  because  it  would  not  result  in  the  placement  of  temporary  or  permanent 
dredge  or  fill  material  into  potentially  jurisdictional  waters  of  the  U.S.  Currently  two  (2)  66" 
reinforced  concrete  pipes  run  under  Taxiway  D  to  the  outfall.  These  pipes  currently  restrict  the 
flow  of  this  drainage  system  and  will  continue  to  do  so  after  all  the  phases  arc  complete. 
Therefore,  the  flow  at  the  outfall  will  neither  increase  nor  decrease  significantly.  During 
construction,  the  contractor  will  be  required  to  implement  and  maintain  storm  water  pollution 
pro  ention  measures  to  eliminate  any  sediment  runoff.  Finally,  enclosing  this  drainage  system 
would  eliminate  the  scouring  effect  thus  eliminating  any  potential  sediment  runoff  in  this 
drainage  system. 

3.4.1  Section  303(d)  of  the  Clean  Water  Act 

Runoff  from  this  project  would  not  discharge  directly  into  Section  303  (d)  li.sted  threatened  or 
impaired  w  ater,  or  into  a  stream  within  5  miles  upstream  of  a  Section  303(d)  listed  threatened  or 
impaired  water.  The  2012  Clean  Water  Act  303(d)  list  was  utilized  in  this  assessment. 


3.4.2  Section  402  of  the  Clean  Water  Act:  TPDES,  Construction  General 
Permit 

The  Proposed  Action  to  remove  the  headw  alls  and  redesiga  riKxlify’  the  ditches  project  would 
disturb  more  than  5  acres.  SAFB  w'ould  comply  with  TCEQ's  Texas  Pollutant  Discharge 
Elimination  System  (TPDES)  Construction  General  Permit  (CGP).  Permit  coverage  would  be 
required.  A  Storm  Water  Pollution  Prevention  Plan  (SWP3)  would  be  prepared  and 
implemented.  A  Notice  of  Intent  (NOl)  would  be  submined  to  TCEQ.  The  NOl  and  the  site 
notice  would  also  be  posted  at  the  project  site  where  it  can  be  seen  easily  by  the  public  on  base 

3.4.  Section  402  of  the  Clean  Water  Act:  TPDES,  MS4 

This  project  is  located  within  the  boundaries  of  Sheppard  AFB's  Phase  II  Municipal  Separate 
Storm  Sewer  System  (MS4)  and  would  comply  with  the  applicable  MS4  requirements.  The 
contractor  would  be  required  to  read  all  applicable  permits  required  on  SAFB  prior  to 
construction  start  up. 


II 


3.4.5  Floodplains 

The  Proposed  Action  to  remove  the  headwalls  and  redesign  modify  the  ditches  project  is  not 
located  within  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  (FEMA)  designated  100-year 
floodplain  The  proposed  project  would  not  increase  base  flood  ele\'ation  to  a  level  that  would 
violate  applicable  floodplain  regulations  and  ordinances.  Coordination  with  the  local  Floodplain 
Administrator  would  not  be  required. 

3.4.6  Wetlands 

Wetlaixls  are  defmed  as  those  areas  that  are  inundated  or  saturated  by  surface  water  or 
groundwater  at  a  frequency  and  duration  sufficient  to  support,  and  that  under  normal 
circumstaiKes  do  support  a  pre\’alence  of  vegetation  typically  adapted  for  life  in  saturated  soil 
conditions.  Wetlands  generally  include  swamps,  marshes,  bogs,  and  similar  areas  (33  CFR 
328.3.  8b). 

Under  sections  301  and  502  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  any  discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  materials 
into  "waters  of  the  United  States."  including  wetlands,  is  forbidden  unless  authorized  by  a  permit 
issued  by  the  USACE  pursuant  to  section  404.  All  discharge  of  fill  or  dredged  material  aflecting 
the  bottom  elevation  of  a  jurisdictional  water  of  the  U.S.  require  a  permit  from  USACE.  These 
permits  are  an  essential  part  of  protecting  wetlands,  which  are  often  filled  by  land  developers. 
Wetlands  are  vital  to  the  ecosystem  in  filtering  streams  and  rivers  and  providing  habitat  for 
wildlife 

There  are  no  designated  wetland  areas  within  the  project  site.  The  closest  wetlands  are 
approximately  tw  o  miles  north  fiom  the  proposed  site  and  approximately  a  mile  southeast  of  the 
site.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  impacts  to  wetlands  from  the  Proposed  Action,  and  a  Section 
404  permit  would  not  be  required  for  this  projecL  The  No- Action  altemati\  e  would  also  have  no 
impact  to  the  wetlarKis. 

3.4  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS) 

The  ambient  air  quality  in  an  area  can  be  characterized  in  terms  of  whether  or  rmt  it  complies 
with  the  national  ambient  air  quality  standards  (NAAQS)  established  by  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  (USEPA)  (40  CFR  50  and  CAA  §108).  The  EPA  has  established  NAAQS  for 
six  air  pollutants:  Ozone,  Lead.  Carbon  Monoxide,  Sulfur  Dioxide,  Nitrogen  Dioxide,  and 
Respirable  Particulate  Matter.  Texas  has  adopted  the  NAAQS  as  its  state  ambient  air  quality 
standards  under  TAC  §30.1.101.21.  The  EPA  is  tasked  with  constantly  reviewing  the  NAAQS 
and  recommending  changes  based  on  improved  scientific  knowledge  and  understanding  of  how 
these  pollutants  impact  health  and  the  environment.  The  project  is  located  in  Wichita  County, 
Texas,  which  is  an  area  of  attainment  of  all  NAAQS:  therefore,  a  conformity  determination 
under  the  Clean  Air  Act  conformity  rules  is  not  required. 
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3.5  Environmental  Justice 


Executive  Order  (EO)  12898  “Federal  Actions  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minority 
Populations  and  Low-Income  Population”  requinrs  each  federal  agency  to  make  “achieving 
environmental  justice  part  of  its  mission  by  identifying  and  addressing,  as  appropriate, 
disproportionately  high  and  adverse  human  health  or  environmental  effects  of  its  programs, 
policies  and  activities  on  minority  populations  artd  low-income  populations.”  The  Proposed 
Action  would  not  directly  or  indirectly  impact  minority  or  low'-income  populations:  therefore,  no 
further  environmental  justice  analysis  is  warranted. 

3.6  Socioeconomic  Resources 

The  impact  of  the  modificatioa  constniction  of  fte  ditches  w  ill  have  no  affect  on  the 
Socioeconomics.  Therefore,  the  Proposed  Action  would  not  impact  local  business. 

3.7  Community  Impacts 

Community  cohesion  is  a  term  that  refers  to  an  aggregate  quality'  of  a  residential  area.  Cohesion 
is  a  social  attribute  that  indicates  a  sense  of  community,  common  responsibility,  and  social 
interaction  within  limited  geographic  areas.  The  project  is  located  on  a  federal  installation. 

There  arc  no  residences  adjacent  to  the  proposed  project  site.  The  proposed  project  would 
require  no  relocations.  No  adverse  impacts  to  any  neighborhoods,  communities,  or  other  social 
units  arc  anticipated  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project. 

Given  the  nature  of  the  project  vicinity,  this  project  would  not  divide,  separate,  or  isolate  any 
neighborhood  or  community,  nor  would  it  increase  through  traffic.  No  negative  impact  on 
community  cohesion  is  expected  from  cither  the  Proposed  .Action  or  the  No-Action  alternative. 

3.8  Noise 

The  Proposed  Action  would  be  near  the  runways.  The  minimal  changes  to  the  area  would  add 
low  levels  of  noise.  However,  these  low-levels  would  not  reasonably  increase  the  ambient  noise 
level.  Noise  impacts  related  to  the  project  would  only  be  temporary  and  would  not  have  any 
effect  on  the  area.  The  Air  Installation  Compatible  Use  Zone  (AICUZ)  noise  level  zone  for  the 
proposed  site  according  to  the  AICUZ  maps  range  from  65  dB  to  75dB.  The  closer  to  the 
runways  the  dB  level  will  increase.  This  project,  however,  would  have  little  to  no  noise  impacts 
to  the  day  to  day  activity  of  the  military  installation 

3.9  Existing  Hazardous  Materials 

Based  on  the  proposed  activity  to  modify  construct  and  remove  the  hcadwalls  an  Initial  Site 
Assessment  (ISA)  was  conducted  to  identify  potential  hazardous  materials  in  the  project  area. 
The  ISA  consisted  of  the  following  actions:  design  review,  map  review,  regulatory  database 
review,  and  a  project  site  v-isit  This  project  does  ix>t  involve  known  hazardous  material  impacts 
that  could  be  anticipated  to  adversely  affect  construction  (e.g.  cannot  resolve  before  bidding  or 
during  construction). 
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The  area  surrounding  the  proposed  modificatioa  construction  of  the  ditches  is  composed  of  land 
that  was  at  one  time  agricultural  lands,  and  believed  to  be  used  for  grazing  cattle.  No  ex  idencc  of 
contamination  or  hazardous  materials  was  obser\ed  within  the  proposed  project  vicinity  during 
the  ISA.  The  local  Installation  Restoration  Program  (IRP)  site  map  revealed  two  IRP  sites  in  the 
general  area.  According  to  the  IRP  map  the  tw'o  sites  are  outside  the  project  area.  The  IRP  site 
closest  to  the  project  area  on  the  North  West  (Sitel )  was  an  area  where  an  abandoned 
underground  storage  tank  was  found  (Figure  7,  Appendix  A).  In  1989  the  tank  was  removed  and 
the  area  was  excavated  to  remove  any  contaminated  soil.  No  further  action  was  required  once  the 
contaminated  soil  was  removed.  The  site  was  closed  in  1990.  Digging  in  the  area  w  ill  not  have 
any  effect  on  the  closed  IRP  site.  A  check  of  the  USEPA  Enviromapper  website  revealed  that 
there  w  ere  no  toxic  release  sites,  no  hazardous  waste  sites,  and  no  Superftind  sites,  in  or  adjacent, 
to  the  proposed  project  area.  A  review  of  the  TCEQ  {jetroleum  storage  tanks  (PSTs)  registration 
database  did  not  reveal  any  other  tanks  in  the  area. 

Should  hazardous  materials  be  discovered  as  the  result  of  the  implementation  of  this  project,  they 
would  be  removed.  The  removal  and  disposal  process  would  comply  with  applicable  federal, 
state,  and  local  laws. 

The  contractor  will  take  appropriate  measures  to  prevent,  minimize,  and  control  the  spill  of 
hazardous  materials  in  the  construction  staging  area.  All  spills,  including  those  of  less  than  25 
gallons  would  be  cleaned  inunediately  and  any  contaminated  soil  would  be  irrunediately 
removed  from  the  site  and  disfHjsed  of  properly. 

3.10  Geology  and  Soils 

Sheppard  AFB  is  located  in  the  Central  Rolling  Red  Plains  of  the  Redbeds  Plains  unit  of  the 
Central  Lowland  physiographic  province.  Much  of  the  land  at  SAFB  is  characterized  as  semi- 
improved  or  improved.  The  soil  belt  formed  here  is  know'n  as  the  Kamay-Bluegrove-Deandale 
Association.  This  association  consists  of  loamy  soils  that  formed  in  red-bed  clay,  shale  or 
sandstone,  or  in  old  alluvium  derived  from  red-bed  clay  and  shale.  Common  soil  series  include 
Kamay,  Bluegrove,  and  Deandale. 

Soils  at  Sheppard  AFB  are  generally  characterized  as  reddish-brown  sandy  loam,  highly 
susceptible  to  wind  and  water  erosion,  underlain  with  red  clay-to-clay  loam.  In  certain  areas,  red- 
bed  shale  and  sandstone  are  near  the  surface.  The  general  area  where  the 
modification^construction  to  the  ditch  is  in  an  area  of  Kamay-Urban  land  complex  that  have  a 
zero  to  three  percent  slope.  From  there  the  area  turns  into  Kamay  silt  loam  that  is  one  to  three 
percent  slope  and  finally  turns  into  urban  land  as  it  reaches  the  runways  (Figure  8  A,  B.  C. 
Appendix  A).  Adequate  landscaping  is  required  to  maintain  soil  stability  at  the  Base;  regionally 
native  and  non-invasive  plants  will  be  used  to  the  extent  practicable  in  landscaping  and  re- 
vegetation.  On  this  project,  re-vegetation  will  consist  of  approved  mixtures  of  grass  species. 
Periodically,  herbicide  may  be  applied  as  necessary  to  control  undesirable  plant  species. 
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4.0  Conclusion 


The  impact  to  the  environment  from  the  proposed  construction  of  modifying  the  ditch  and 
removing  the  headwalls  has  been  assessed.  Two  different  alternatives  (the  Proposed  Action,  and 
the  No  Action-alternative)  were  examined.  No  cumulative  impacts  to  the  environment  were 
identified  for  the  Proposed  Action,  and  the  No- Action  Alternative  showed  that  “No  Impact” 
would  occur  if  the  project  was  not  supported. 

No  significant  environmental  issues  were  determined  through  this  Environmental  Assessment 
that  indicates  a  requirement  to  prepare  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  as  required  by  32 
CFR  989,  and  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 
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7.0  Interagency  and  Intergovernmental  Coordination  for  Environmental  Planning 

Agencies/'Organizations  Sent  Copies  of  the  Assessment 

As  port  of  the  CEQ  Regulations  on  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  SAFB  will  circulate  the  Draft 
EA,  to  the  following  agencies,  organizations,  and  individuals.  Copies  of  ail  correspondence  will  be 
included  in  Appendix  A. 


Mr.  Michael  Burgess 
Chairman 
Comanche  Nation 
HC-35.  Box  1720 
Uwton,  OK  73502 

Tom  Cloud 

Field  Supervisor 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Ecological  Services  Field  Office 

2005  NT  Green  Oaks  Blvd.,  Suitel40 

Arlington,  TX  76006 

Denise  S.  Francis 

Director,  State  Grants  Team 

Governor's  Office  of  Budget  and  Planning 

P.O.  Box  12428 

Austin,  Texas  7871 1 

Mr.  Juan  Garza,  Jr 
Kickapoo  Traditional  Tribe  of  Texas 
HCl  Route.  Box  9700 
Eagle  Pass.  TX  78852 

Susana  M.  Hildebrand,  MC-168 
Texas  Commission  on  Environmental 
Quality 

P.O.  Box  13087 
Austin.  TX  7871 1-3087 

Mr.  Jeff  Houser 
Chairman 

Fort  Sill  Apache  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 
RT.2,Box  121 
Apache.  OK  73006 

Mr.  Donald  Patterson 
President 

Tonkawa  Tribe  of  Indians  of  Oklahoma 
1  Rush  Buffalo  Road 
Tonkawa.  OK  74653-4449 


Russell  Schreiber 
Director  of  Public  Works 
1300  7th  St.  Room  402 
Wichita  Falls.  Texas  76301 

Ms.  Leslie  Standing 
Wichita  and  Affiliated  Tribes 
P.O.  Box  729 
Anadarko.  OK  73005 

Dr.  Donald  Tofpi 
Chairman 

Kiowa  Indian  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 
P.O.  Box  369 
Carnegie,  OK  7301 5 

Julie  C.  Wicker 

Texas  Parks  and  Wildlife  Department 
Wildlife  Division-Habitat  Assessment  Program 
4200  Smith  School  Road 
Austin,  TX  78744 

Dennis  Wilde 

Nortex  Regional  Planning  Commission 
4309  Jacksboro  Hwy,  Suite  200 
WicUta  Falls,  TX  76302 

William  A.  McWhorter 
Program  Coordinator 
Military  Sites  Program 
History  Programs  Division 
Texas  Historical  Commission 
P.O.  Box  12276 
Austin.  TX  7871 1-2276 
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Appendix  A 
FIGIRES 


FIGURE  I-  Sheppard  AFB  Arial 
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FIGL'RE  2-  Proposed  Construction  Phases 


FKIlIRK  3-  Option  I.  Grass  Lined  Drainage  Ditch 


FICl'KE  5>  Option3,  Partial  Open  Grass  Channel  and  Buried  System 
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FIGURE  6-  Proposed  AcCion 


FIGURE  7-  IRP  Sites  in  Vicinity  of  Project 
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FIGURE  8A-  SOIL  MAP 
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FIGURE  8B 


Soi  MiMhMa  C«w%.  Tcus 


•NfeSolSiMy 


WwUCnnpw  iSciStwwy 


1140012 

^243 


A-8 


FIGURE  SC 
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Appendix  B 


Notice  of  Availabilit>'  for  Public  Comment 
1  nteragency/I ntergovern  mental  Coordination 
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Affidavit  of  Publication 
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January  2.  2013 

82CESa)S2/CEV 

231  9th  Avenue.  Bldg  1402 

Sheppard  AFB.  TX  7631 1-3333 


Mr.  Michael  Burgess 
Chairman 
Comanche  Nation 
HC-35,  Box  1720 
Uvrton.  OK  73502 


Dear  Sir, 

The  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  to  Repair^odify  Drainage  and 
Remove  Headwalls  on  Runway  1 7/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base 
(AFB)  is  attached  for  your  review  and  comment.  This  document  addresses  the  manner  in 
which  the  base  proposes  to  develop  the  base. 

A  copy  of  the  Draft  EA  that  analyzes  the  proposal  and  alternatives  is  etKiosed  for 
your  review  and  comment.  A  listing  of  the  other  agciKies  contacted  is  also  iiKluded. 
The  comment  period  for  this  EA  is  30  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  this  letter.  If  we  do 
riot  receive  a  response  by  2  February  2013,  we  will  proceed  with  signature  of  the  Finding 
of  No  Significant  Impact/Finding  of  No  Practical  Alternative  associated  with  this  EA.  If 
you  have  any  questions,  feel  ftee  to  contact  me  at  (940)  676-748 1 . 

Sincerely, 


Leslie  Pena 
Environmental  Tech  II 
EIAP  Program  Manager 

Attachments; 

1 .  EA  for  the  proposed  Repair^Modify  Drainage  and  Remove  Headwalls  on  Runway 
17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  AFB 

2.  List  of  agencies  contacted 
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January  2,  2013 

82CESa)S2/CEV 

231  9th  Avenue,  Bldg  1402 

Sheppard  AFB,  TX  763 1 1-3333 


Tom  Cloud 

Field  Supervisor 

ATTN:  Scan  Edwards 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Ecological  Services  Field  Office 

2005  NE  Green  Oaks  Blvd.,  Suitel40 

Arlington,  TX  76006 


Dear  Tom, 

The  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  to  Repair/Modify  Drainage  and 
Remove  Headwalls  on  Runway  17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base 
(AFB)  is  attached  for  your  review  and  comment.  This  document  addres.ses  the  manner  in 
which  the  base  proposes  to  develop  the  base. 

A  copy  of  the  Draft  EA  that  analyzes  the  proposal  and  alternatives  is  enclosed  for 
your  review  and  comment.  A  listing  of  the  other  agencies  contacted  is  also  included. 
The  comment  period  for  this  EA  is  30  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  this  letter.  If  we  do 
not  receive  a  response  by  2  February  2013,  we  will  proceed  with  signature  of  the  Finding 
of  No  Significant  Impact/Finding  of  No  Practical  Alternative  associated  with  this  EA.  It 
you  have  any  questions,  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  (940)  676-7481. 

Sincerely, 


Leslie  Pena 
Environmental  Tech  II 
EIAP  Program  Manager 


Attachments: 

1 .  EA  for  the  proposed  Rqjair/Modify  Drainage  and  Remove  Headwalls  on  Runw  ay 
1 7/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  AFB 

2.  List  of  agencies  contacted 
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January  2.  2013 

82CESa)S2/CEV 

231  9th  Avenue,  Bldg  1402 

Sheppard  AFB,  TX  76311-3333 


Denise  S.  Francis 

Director,  State  Grants  Team 

Governor’s  Office  of  Budget  and  Planning 

P.O.  Box  12428 

Austin.  Texas  7871 1 


Dear  Madam, 

The  Draft  Emironmental  Assessment  (EA)  to  Repair/Alodify  Drainage  and 
Remove  Headwalls  on  Runway  17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base 
(AFB)  is  attached  for  your  review  and  comment.  This  document  addresses  the  manner  in 
which  the  base  proposes  to  dev  elop  the  t>ase. 

A  copy  of  the  Draft  EA  that  analyzes  the  proposal  and  alternatives  is  enclosed  for 
your  review  and  commenL  A  listing  of  the  other  agencies  contacted  is  also  included. 
The  comment  period  for  this  EA  is  30  calendar  day's  ftom  the  date  of  this  letter.  If  we  do 
not  receive  a  response  by  2  February  2013we  will  proceed  with  signature  of  the  Finding 
of  No  Significant  Impact'Tinding  of  No  Practical  Alternative  associated  with  this  EA.  If 
you  have  any  questions,  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  (940)  676-7481 . 

Sincerely, 


Leslie  Pena 
Environmental  Tech  11 
ElAP  Program  Manager 

Attachments; 

1 .  EA  for  the  pressed  Repair/Modify  Drainage  and  Remove  Headwalls  on  Runway 
1 7/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  AFB 

2.  List  of  agencies  contacted 
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January  2, 2013 


82CES/DS2CEV 

231  9th  Avenue,  Bldg  1402 

Sheppard  AFB,  TX  763 1 1-3333 


Mr.  Juan  Garza,  Jr 
Kickapoo  Traditional  Tribe  of  Te.xas 
HCI  Route,  Box  9700 
Eagle  Pass.  TX  78852 


Dear  Sir, 

The  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  to  Repair/Modify  Drainage  and 
Remove  Headwalls  on  Runway  17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base 
(AFB)  is  attached  for  your  review  and  comment.  This  document  addresses  the  manner  in 
which  the  base  proposes  to  develop  the  base. 

A  copy  of  the  Draft  EA  that  analyzes  the  proposal  and  alternatives  is  enclosed  for 
your  review  and  comment.  A  listing  of  the  other  agencies  contacted  is  also  included. 
The  comment  ptcriod  for  this  EA  is  30  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  this  letter.  If  we  do 
not  receive  a  response  by  2  February  2013  we  will  proceed  with  signature  of  the  Finding 
of  No  Significant  Impact/Finding  of  No  Practical  Alternative  associated  with  this  EA.  II 
you  have  any  questions,  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  (940)  676-7481. 


Sincerely, 


Leslie  Pena 
Environmental  Tech  II 
EIAP  Program  Manager 


Attachments; 

1 .  EA  for  the  proposed  Repair  Modify  Drainage  and  Remove  Headwalls  on  Runway 
17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Shqrpard  AFB 

2.  List  of  ageiK'ies  contacted 
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January  2, 2013 


82CES/DS2'CEV 

231  9th  Avenue,  Bldg  1402 

Sheppard  AFB.  TX  76311-3333 


Susana  M.  Hildebrand,  MC-168 
Texas  CcHnmission  on  Environmental  Quality 
P.O.  Box  13087 
Austin,  TX  7871 1-3087 


Dear  Madam. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  to  Rqjair/Modify  Drainage  and  Remove 
Headwalls  on  Runway  1 7/3S  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base  (AFB)  is 
attached  for  your  review  and  conunent.  This  document  addresses  the  manner  in  which 
the  base  proposes  to  develop  the  base. 

A  copy  of  the  Draft  EA  that  analyzes  the  proposal  aiKl  alternatives  is  enclosed  for 
your  review  and  comment.  A  listing  of  the  other  agencies  contacted  is  also  included. 
The  comment  period  for  this  EA  is  30  calendar  cays  from  the  date  of  this  letter.  If  we  do 
not  receive  a  response  by  2  February  2013  we  will  proceed  with  signature  of  the  Finding 
of  No  Significant  ImpactTinding  of  No  Practical  Alternative  associated  with  this  EA.  If 
you  have  any  questions,  feel  free  to  contact  me  a;  (940)  676-7481, 


Sincerely, 


Leslie  Pena 
Environmental  Tech  II 
ElAP  Program  Manager 


Attachments; 

1.  EA  for  the  proposed  Repair/Modify  Drainage  and  Remove  Headwalls  on 
Runway  1 7/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  AFB 

2.  List  of  agencies  contacted 
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January  2, 2013 


82CES/DS2/CEV 

231  9th  Avenue,  Bldg  1402 

Sheppard  AFB,  TX  763 1 1  -3333 


Mr.  Jeff  Houser 
Chairman 

Fort  Sill  Apache  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 
RT.2,Box  121 
Apache,  OK  73006 


Dear  Sir, 

The  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  to  Repair  "Modify  Drainage  and 
Remove  Headwalls  on  Runway  17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base 
(AFB)  is  attached  for  your  review  and  comment.  This  document  addresses  the  manner  in 
which  the  base  proposes  to  develop  the  base. 

A  copy  of  the  Draft  EA  that  analyzes  the  proposal  and  alternatives  is  enclosed  for 
your  review  and  comment.  A  listing  of  the  other  agencies  contacted  is  also  included. 
The  comment  period  for  this  EA  is  30  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  this  letter.  If  we  do 
not  receive  a  response  by  2  February  2013,  we  will  proceed  with  signature  of  the  Finding 
of  No  Significant  Impact  Finding  of  No  Practical  Alternative  associated  with  this  EA.  If 
you  have  any  questions,  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  (940)  676-7481 . 


Sincerely, 


Leslie  Pena 
Environmental  Tech  11 
ELAP  Program  Manager 


Attachments: 

1 .  EA  (or  the  proposed  Repair  Modify  Drainage  aixl  Remove  Headwalls  on  Runway 
17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  AFB 

2.  List  of  agencies  contacted 
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January  Z,  2013 


82CES/DS2/CEV 

231  9th  Avenue,  Bldg  1402 

Sheppard  AFB,  TX  763 1 1-3333 

Mr.  Donald  Panerson 
President 

Tonkawa  Tribe  of  Indians  of  Oklahoma 
1  Rush  Buffalo  Road 
Tonkawa.  OK  74653-4449 


Dear  Sir, 

The  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  to  Repair.  Modify  Drainage  and 
Remove  Headwalls  on  Runway  17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  She{^>ard  Air  Force  Base 
(AFB)  is  attached  for  your  review  aixl  comment.  This  document  addresses  the  manner  in 
which  the  base  proposes  to  develop  the  base. 

A  copy  of  the  Draft  EA  that  analyzes  the  proposal  and  alternatives  is  enclosed  for 
your  review  and  comment.  A  listing  of  the  other  agencies  contacted  is  also  included. 
The  comment  period  for  this  EA  is  30  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  this  letter.  If  we  do 
not  receive  a  response  by  2  February  2013,  we  will  proceed  with  signature  of  the  Finding 
of  No  Significant  Impact/Finding  of  No  Practical  Alternative  associated  with  this  EA.  If 
you  have  any  questions,  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  (940)  676-7481. 


Sincerely, 


Leslie  Pena 
Environmental  Tech  II 
EIAP  Program  Manager 


Attachments; 

1.  EA  for  the  proposed  Repair  Modify  Drainage  and  Remove  Headwalls  on  Runway 
17/35  Aixl  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  AFB 

2.  List  of  agencies  contacted 
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January  2, 2013 


82CES/DS2/CEV 

231  9tb  Avenue.  Bldg  1402 

Sheppard  AFB.  TX  76311-3333 


Russell  Schreibcr 
Director  of  Public  Works 
1300  7th  St.  Room  402 
W'ichita  Falls,  Texas  76301 


Dear  Sir, 

The  DraR  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  to  Repair/Modify  Drainage  and 
Remove  Headwails  on  Runway  17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base 
(AFB)  is  attached  for  your  review  and  comment.  This  document  addresses  the  manner  in 
which  the  base  proposes  to  develop  the  base. 

A  copy  of  the  DraR  EA  that  analyzes  the  proposal  and  alternatives  is  enclosed  for 
your  review  and  comment.  A  listing  of  the  other  agencies  contacted  is  also  included. 
The  comment  period  for  this  EA  is  30  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  this  letter.  If  we  do 
not  receive  a  response  by  2  February  2013  we  will  proceed  with  signature  of  the  Finding 
of  No  Significant  ImpactTinding  of  No  Practical  Alternative  associated  with  this  EA.  If 
you  have  any  questions,  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  (940)  676-7481. 


Sincerely, 


Leslie  Pena 
Environmental  Tech  II 
EIAP  Program  Manager 


Attachments: 

1.  EA  for  the  proposed  Repair  Modify  Drainage  and  Remove  Headwails  on  Runway 
17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  AFB 

2.  List  of  agencies  contacted 
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January  2, 2013 


82CES/DS2/CEV 

231  9th  Av^ue.  Bldg  1402 

Sheppard  AFB,  TX  763 1 1  -3333 


Ms.  Leslie  Standing 
Wichita  and  Affiliated  Tribes 
P.O.  Box  729 
.Anadarko.  OK  73005 


Dear  Madam. 

The  Drafl  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  to  Repair/Modify  Drainage  and 
Remov  e  Headwalls  on  Runway  17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base 
(AFB)  is  attached  for  your  review  and  comment.  This  document  addresses  the  manner  in 
which  the  base  proposes  to  develop  the  base. 

A  copy  of  the  Draft  EA  that  analyzes  the  proposal  and  alternatives  is  enclosed  for 
your  review  and  comment.  A  listing  of  the  other  agencies  contacted  is  also  included. 
The  comment  period  for  this  EA  is  30  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  this  letter.  If  we  do 
not  receive  a  response  by  2  February  2013,  we  will  proceed  with  signature  of  the  Finding 
of  No  Significant  Impact/Finding  of  No  Practical  Alternative  associated  with  this  EA.  If 
you  have  any  questions,  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  (940)  676-7481 . 


Sincerely, 


Leslie  Pena 
Environmental  Tech  II 
EIAP  Program  Manager 


Attachments; 

1 .  E A  for  the  proposed  Repair^odify  Drainage  aixl  Remove  Headwalls  on  Runway 
17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  AFB 

2.  List  of  agencies  contacted 
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82CEST)S2/CEV 

23 1  9th  Avenue,  Bldg  1 402 

Sheppard  AFB,  TX  763 1 1  -3333 

Dr.  Donald  Tofpi 
Chainnan 

Kiowa  Indian  Tribe  of  Oklahoma 
P.O.  Box  369 
Carnegie.  OK  73015 


Dear  Sir, 

The  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  to  Repair/Modify  Drainage  and 
Remove  Headwalls  on  Runway  17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base 
(AFB)  is  attached  for  your  rev'iew  and  comment.  This  document  addresses  the  manner  in 
which  the  base  proposes  to  develop  the  base. 

A  copy  of  the  Draft  EA  that  analyzes  the  proposal  and  alternatives  is  enclosed  for 
your  review  and  comment.  A  listing  of  the  other  agencies  contacted  is  also  included. 
The  comment  period  for  this  EA  is  30  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  this  letter.  If  we  do 
not  receive  a  response  by  2  February  2013,  we  will  proceed  with  signature  of  the  Finding 
of  No  Significant  Impact/Finding  of  No  Practical  Alternative  associated  with  this  EA.  If 
you  have  any  questions,  feel  fiee  to  contact  me  at  (940)  676-748 1 . 


Sincerely, 


Leslie  Pena 
Environmental  Tech  II 
EIAP  Program  Maiuger 


Attachments; 

1 .  EA  for  the  proposed  Repair/Modify'  Drainage  and  Remove  Headwalls  on  Runway 
17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  AFB 

2.  List  of  agencies  contacted 
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January  2, 2013 


82CESa)S2/CEV 

231  9th  Avenue,  Bldg  1402 

Sheppard  AFB,  TX  763 1 1-3333 

Julie  C.  Wicker 

Texas  Parks  and  Wildlife  Department 
Wildlife  Division-Habitat  Assessment  Program 
4200  Smith  School  Road 
Austin.  TX  78744 


Dear  Julie, 

The  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  to  Repair/Modify  Drainage  and 
Remove  Headwalls  on  Runway  17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base 
(AFB)  is  attached  for  your  review'  and  comment.  This  document  addresses  the  manner  in 
which  the  base  proposes  to  develop  the  base. 

A  copy  of  the  Draft  EA  that  analyzes  the  proposal  and  alternatives  is  enclosed  for 
your  review  and  comment.  A  listing  of  the  other  agencies  contacted  is  also  included. 
The  comment  period  for  this  EA  is  30  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  this  letter.  If  we  do 
not  receive  a  response  by  2  February  2013,  we  will  proceed  with  signature  of  the  Finding 
of  No  Significant  Impact/Finding  of  No  Practical  Alternative  associated  with  this  EA.  If 
you  have  any  questions,  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  (940)  676-7481. 


Sincerely, 


Leslie  Pena 
Environmental  Tech  II 
ELAP  Program  Manager 


Attachments: 

1.  EA  for  the  proposed  Repair/Modify  Drainage  and  Remove  Headw  alls  on  Runway 
1 7/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  AFB 

2.  List  of  agencies  contacted 
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January  2, 2013 

82CES/DS2/CEV 

231  9th  Avenue,  Bldg  1402 

Sheppard  AFB,  TX  7631 1-3333 


Dennis  Wilde 

Nortex  Regional  Planning  Commission 
4309  Jacksboro  Hwy, 

Suite  200 

Wichita  Falls,  TX  76302 


Dear  Sir, 

The  Draft  Environmental  Assesanent  (EA)  to  Repair/Modify  Drainage  and 
Remove  Headwalls  on  Runway  17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  She{^)ard  Air  Force  Base 
(AFB)  is  attached  for  your  review  and  comment.  This  document  addresses  the  manner  in 
which  the  base  proposes  to  de\'el(^  the  base 

A  copy  of  the  Draft  EA  that  analyzes  the  proposal  and  alternatives  is  enclosed  for 
your  review  and  comment.  A  listing  of  the  other  agencies  contacted  is  also  included. 
The  comment  period  for  this  EA  is  30  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  this  letter.  If  we  do 
not  receive  a  response  by  2  February  2013,  we  will  proceed  with  signature  of  the  Finding 
of  No  Significant  Impact/Finding  of  No  Practical  Alternative  associated  with  this  EA.  li 
you  have  any  questions,  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  (940)  676-7481. 

Sincerely, 


Leslie  Pena 
Environmental  Tech  II 
ELAP  Program  Manager 


Attachments; 

1.  EA  for  the  Repairhlodify  Drainage  and  Remove  Headw'alls  on  Runway  1 7/35 
.Arxl  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  AFB 

2.  List  of  agencies  contacted 
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January  2. 2013 

82CESa)S2/CEV 

231  9th  Avenue,  Bldg  1402 

Sheppard  AFB,  TX  7631 1-3333 


William  A.  McWhorter 
PiDgnun  Coordinator 
Military  Sites  Program 
History  Programs  Division 
Texas  Historical  Commission 
P.O.  Box  12276 
Austin,  TX  78711-2276 


Dear  William, 

The  Draft  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  to  Repair/Modify  Drainage  and 
Remove  Headwalls  on  Runway  17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  Air  Force  Base 
(AFB)  is  attached  for  your  review  aTtd  comment  This  document  addresses  the  manner  in 
which  the  base  proposes  to  develop  the  base. 

A  copy  of  the  Draft  EA  that  analyzes  the  proposal  and  alternatives  is  enclosed  for 
your  review  and  comment.  A  listing  of  the  other  ageiKies  contacted  is  also  iiKluded. 
The  comment  period  for  this  EA  is  30  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  this  letter.  If  we  do 
not  receive  a  response  by  2  February  2013,  we  will  proceed  with  signature  of  the  Finding 
of  No  Significant  Impact/Pinding  of  No  Practical  Alternative  associated  with  this  EA.  It 
you  have  any  questions,  feel  free  to  contact  me  at  (940)  676-748 1 , 


SiiKerely, 


Leslie  Pena 
Environmental  Tech  II 
ElAP  Program  Maiuiger 

Attachments: 

1 .  EA  for  the  proposed  Repair^odify  Drainage  and  Remov  e  Headwalls  on  Runway 
17/35  And  Taxiway  D  at  Sheppard  AFB 

2.  List  of  ageiKies  contacted 


B-I5 


Appendix  C 

Governmental  Agency/Public  Comments 
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Sheooard  ATB,  Tens  ^333 

le  TdiQ  Onot  tad  Toas  Rmcm  and  ConuaoU  SyMcm  (nL>CSl  #2013-04.  Sheppoid  .M'S 
Widuta  Causty.  Krpav/tnodi^  Unaacr  mti  Nobww  HcoihnlU  on  Rmiwnr  n/XS  and  rnOnr 

IVnr  Mt.  Nana, 

Hk  Tens  Cnnunroiisi  00  KoeuamnefiUl  Qualky  (TCEQ)  fas*  micMnd  ibe  abott-toaeaced 
pra^  sad  oAera  tbc  Mkwtas  oeasnaab: 

A  nwrfanr  of  d)#  prcjsft  for  icaowal  ooiifainiity  tmpoa  k)  acraadanre  <rUi  40  OR  fart  93 
mdoshai  Ikst  IIm-  lawfamd  artmm  h  bnStd  in  'Widiita  Oxintjr.  ndndi  ••  nimnlly  iinii»<^irad 
m  in  atlaiiuneDi  of  Ihc  KoUimitl  AinbiuBl  Air  Ovuii.r  JIUnUnb  for  al  ms  crrbsia  sm-  fdlsUiilfc 
xliatifoin.  (■unlcoofcranly  ndcs  do  not  ividT- 

.Aldioagli  asiy  darolmon.  oosatnetMo.  rafcibHtstwn  or  repair  paoject  ms)r  paodaoe  daat  and 
[lartnttlalr  rmi^aic— ,,  |hr<r  mriumtm  arr  imt  antaipahtl  lo  in  a  Mipiifitinil  laipw-i  u(no  air 

qn^  ttandaida.  Anjr  dnit  and  psrtknlaia  fm'soiin  iknoM  be  smRt  antnCad  br  umg 
4aiiil^  diaa  niliiBtinai  kdiniiiiMiL  An)  dahri*  nr  wia4e  iH»p»«ai  ahuald  Ixr  al.  an  a{l|«ru(riatd) 
aulbuaiaed  (adkljr 

Mr  do  ntS  anlninrlr  atjpnfnnl  hir^  Imn  cnvmaiiin.'fiLal  impnet*  (nioa  ll>»  praam  m  Uainai 
roartnidioai  and  waste  dlaprwalacllrtonaieociafadiafcbn  act  eoauplcfed  Is  aocordaacfKitk 
ap9lkatilBWcal.afaat.  ami  fcOtffal  anviauamcnlal  parmSa.  alalnfira  and  rrpnklinan  Wc 
f  r'nmr— «A  rfc*  appiW-ana  mh»  n  1  'n  iiw  laiiy  1  mantirriiarlttiarraaiiaffraM^  prartlrr* 

arr  sard  lornntnil  runolT  fnan  omttnirtian  mtrabi  prrwnl  drtrmii'in.rf  imf.'!  la*«t{aecamJ 
Ufa  aninniaa. 

Tliaadi  yim  far  ike  oppMbuuly  to  rMcw  this  pcofoo.  tf  yua  htK  my  sraHTWa.  piesae  cosurt 

0«  MaianfrAMiwam foal  »«>.«&«  nr irw4«mf  aria -Maywiim.  yrrr 

Sacaceiy. 

Snsana  M.  HOdebnnd.  P.E. 
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Ms.  Leslie  Pefta 

t2CES'DSl'CEV 

231  ^  Avcmc.  BuiU^  1402 

SheprwTl  AFB.  TX  763IN3333 
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RE;  ShepiMrd  Air  Forae  Base  Draft  ravirontHciml  Assesonent  to 
Repair^Modity  Drainafe  and  Remove  Headaalls  on  Ruaviav  17/35  and 
Taahaay  D.  R>lchiia  County 

Dear  Ms.  Brila: 

Texas  Paria  and  %iidbfe  Uepafunent  (TFWD)  received  the  draft  Environmenul 
AsscssmenKEA)  for  the  atxne-refeicnced  projecL  mkrUstafThasrevicareddic 
infonwation  provided  and  oflers  the  following  commenct  concaning  this  project. 


Please  be  aware  that  a  wrioefi  reyatsc  lo  a  TfWD  recommendaiion  or 
ififotmalia^  comment  received  by  a  slate  fovemmenlal  agency  aiay  be  required 
by  state  taw.  For  fwilier  guaknee.  see  the  Texas  Paris  and  UUdlife  Code. 
Section  l2iX>U.  which  can  be  found  online  at 
l-i.  U.U.  t.  WPW.  12Jaint  1 2.0QI  I  ■  For 

Hacking  putposcs.  please  icfcr  to  TPWD  project  number  ERCS-43S7  in  any 
return  corpespondcnce  regarding  dns  project. 

PtmccI  PciciititioB 


The  proposed  action  would  consist  of  modifying  an  existing  drainage  ditch  by 
removing  14  exMng  headwalb  and  carmtuctnig  an  enclosed  system 
underground  using  a  buried  systom  of  pipes  and  inleis.  The  purpose  of  the 
proposed  project  b  lo  remove  the  headwalb  and  ledcsign/'modify  the  iStclies  to 
climianie  erosion,  prwem  staiMfing  water,  and  unclog  drainage  ditches  by 
coRvxting  gradicnes  to  provide  proper  flow.  The  project  may  be  dura:  in  four 
phases  or  all  at  once  depending  on  the  availability  of  funding. 


Because  the  project  activities  would  be  locatod  in  an  area  consisting  of  regularly 
mowed  grasses  including  nosMwtivc  species,  adverse  impnets  to  fish  and  wildlife 
rcaosnves  wouhl  be  mininiined.  The  following  infotmaiiua  b  prut  ided  to  assist  in 
further  minimixing  impacts  to  wRdUfe  in  (he  project  area. 

Scaiiei  M  ?:  Feuns 


Section  3.2.2  of  the  draft  EA  Sales  that  representadve  rcpdle  species  in  the 
project  area  uKlwfe  the  Red'^aicd  slider  {Trocktmyt  aertpta  the 

occawrainl  Orame  hen  natle  {Ttrrofmm  anuMa),  and  the  Common  snapping 
turtle  (fArfydfeo  scrprarhio)  TIk  EA  abo  states  that  the  proposed 
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•ctiun  could  imcrlcrc  wkh  ihc  luriks  in  the  tlilcho  and  some  i)pc  of  inili]{«tioa 
should  he  done  prior  to  diggini;  if  feasible. 

UcconarnKtatitHi;  TP>VI)  supports  the  proposal  to  mintmiTe  impacts  to 
turtles  in  the  project  tn».  IPIh  l)  recommends  turtles  he  remosed  from  the 
ditches  prior  to  soil  disturbing  acmities  and  relocated  to  an  area  that  «>ould 
proside  surtable  habitat  for  these  speciev  Please  note  that  aquatic  turtles  like 
Red<aied  sliders  mas  brumaie  in  deep  water  during  the  winter  months.  If 
deep  water  »  present  in  the  ditches,  rclucatioa  of  turtles  during  the  winter 
months  mas  be  mote  difTicult  than  in  surrancr  when  turtles  arc  mure  likcls  to 
be  at  the  surface.  If  po»iblc,  IPWI)  axirntmcnds  project  actisities  he 
conducted  dunnti  periods  of  low  or  no  lainfall  when  little  water  persists  in  the 
ditches  and  turtles  will  be  easier  to  find  and  rclocale 

If  boa  turtles  ate  obsersed  in  the  project  area  or  elsewhere  on  Sheppard  Air 
Force  Base.  TPikD  requests  the  location  of  the  observation  be  submitted  to 
the  Texas  Nature  Trackers.  Box  Turtle  Survc}'  Project.  Box  unties  tna>  be 
declining  in  numbers,  and  the  Box  Turtle  Survc>  Pru;cct  was  designed  to  hdp 
setentbu  and  managers  imdctstand  population  trends  and  manageirKnt  needs 
b>  reporting  sightings  of  these  qaccicv  A  reporting  form  is  attached,  attd 
additional  information  abotd  this  project  can  be  found  online  at 
http: '.“WWW  tpwd  state.tx  uvhuntwild'wild'wildlife  diversitV'texas  nature  txa 
ckcrvhox  turtle  surs  ej ' 

I  appreciate  the  opportunh)  to  review  and  conunent  on  this  project.  Please 
cuMaci  roc  at  t512)  JS9-4579  if  }ou  have  any  questions. 

Sioccivly. 

Julie  C.  thicker 

Ulldlife  Habitat  .Assessment  Program 
Wildlife  Ihvtsion 

jrW:ggXR('S-ll*7 

Altachroent 
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BOX  TURTLE  SIGHTIN^EPORT  FORM 

aailM  M  kn>  ter  <i«l  taB 
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Eastern  Box  Turtle  (Terrapene  Carolina) 

Tin  ansma  of  the  Enarn  Bn  Tjr:«  s  natxml^  lonicr  than  iMt.  damH  witfi  i  twrron  Int)  Iwyhwite  do«i«.tht 
cantar,  and  ha*  Mtrn  Airing  « itn  mr  Tha  nAan  point  of  dw  ilnl  b  «aA  tact  toanrdi  tha  laA.  to  vnwad  »da- 

wt/t  CT  ta  oiaai  at  tha  back  of  ita  wrtia.  Tin  carapaoa  b  brown  to  tan  wWi  a  faw  dart  ladca  on  k.  Tlnpiascron 
b  normaiy  tofcd  yalow  wbtiout  any  waridngt.  aMnai^  ctn  adgi  indtaAnl  phtaa  way  ta  dark  Qranga.  yalnw  or  rad 
von  foanomat  voMa  on  bead  and  fereiagt. 


Ornate  Box  Turtle  (Terrapene  ornata) 

Tha  carapaca  of  dn  Omaca  BoaTiirta  b  ratatraaijr  broad  and  omL  usually  ilighdjr  fiaoamd  at  dn  top.  and  tacts  back  a 
narrow  haai  langitrwtsc  dornm  dn  oancar  and  any  Airng  at  dn  roar  ai%a  Tin  taAon  pom  of  dn  dnA  b  pot  bt  irorK 
of  dn  binga  on  dn  ptasoon.  so  viawad  wdawy  bl  bo  laBast  at  dn  bom  of  dn  turda  Tba  carapaca  la  dnt  wds  many 
ysUow  Insts  froupBd  tnco 

‘'nrburso'  radodng  downward,  and  iba 
phstron  b  dart  bronn  or  bhct  wtb  a 
panam  itnikr  to  dn  orapaca  Tbara  ar« 
ibnost  aKnps  foor  toot  on  aacb  bind  hwc 
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